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Guess Whos

) . ‘Who's Who and
o o —ALongL
By Tad Szulc '

ne day it is the controversy over the theC
Central Intelligence Ageney's role in - propx
Watergate. Another day itis a picce of inept  exam
CIA skulduggery in a remote province in whos
Thailand. Then itis the grudging admission  other
that quite a few American newsmen have  are a
been operating as CIA informants abroad.  State
Or the discovery that the agency has been  publi
secretly training Tibetan guerrillas in Col~  legisl
- orado, and Cambodian and Ugandari irregu- *" —as '
‘lars at hidden camps in Greece while bank-  recto:
rolling colonels on :the ruling Greek junta  hard
and financing famous Furopean statesmen.  dowr.
and contriving to overthrow the Libyan re- agent
lmc Sccre
“The CIA, it would seem, just cannot stay  Franc

" out of the hcadlmcs, which is a commentary ~ woult
on the agency itsclf and on the contradictions  with
.in our socicty. Though it obviously isoncof ~ Comn
the most sccretive agencies in_the United  curig)
States government, the CIA pmlnbh re- Ur
- eeives more publicity than any Washington  the C
bureaucracy except for the White House.  exist
Most of this publicity is negative, sometimes  plus.
indignant, often sensationalist, and fre- 1970
quently lopsided. The CIA's track record in Tigenc
the 27 years of its operations largely accounts  CLA |
for this lavish yet unwanted coverage—it's ity uns
done cverything from stealing the text of  sure.
Khrushchev's secret Kremlin speech de-  eratio
nouncing Stalin and the Bay of Pigs, toover-  derin,

throwing foreign regimes, to running the
Laos “Clandestine Army.” and posslblv out-
fitting the Watergate “Plumbers”—but it is
our cndlc«;s fascination with espionage and
cloak-and-dagger stories that makes readers
unfailingly receptive to stories and books
about the CIA, ,

. On a more serious level, lm\vcvcr, our
interestunderlines the important point thata
secret agency cannot function in utier se-
crecy in what still is a reasonably open soci-
ety. The CIA s the subject of continued
public scrutiny and debate—even if the
serutiny is superficial and the debate seldom
well informed, and even if it is true that the

ggrency has been allowed to run, wild
uncontrolied, 'l‘hucApp'r SQ):: ﬁ@lea

—reinfarced by the \\.uug,‘uc aff‘m—llm

Y,

hlghl) sensitized to the role of mtcllmn«_c

agencies here and abroad. But so strange is-

our morality that we uw.xll\ tend 1o accept

the national sceurity need for building betrer-

and better nuclear arsenals but flinch indig-
nantly at the notion of American involve-
ment in global intelligence operations.

This is where the contradictions of our

socicty comein, However, the reality is that
clfective foreign policy depends not enly on

classical pnhm al and cconomic dlplnmuv )

But alse on military deterrents and  the
availability of solid intelligence. To abolish
our intellipence services would be tan-
tamount to unilateral nuclear disarmament,
something not scriously proposed here, We
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its sister agencies will o on c\l\unp RO W |H

community.
‘Richard elms in this twin- post last Sep-
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cmwcqucnth to the President, The USIB is
headed by the Director of the CIA, who also
acts as Divector of Central Intelligence and,
again in theory, as chicf of the intelligence
William  Colby leIﬂ(‘Ld

tember (there was a five-month interregnum
during which James M. Schlesinger man-
aged to shake up the community quite con-
siderably before moving on to be Seeretary
of 1efense), but there are no indications so
far that Colby carries much more weight
with the Nixon-Kissinger White House than
did Helms, Helms, now Ambassador 1o
lrm, was in «deep disfavor with Kissinger.

Vhite House tends to regard Colby as
rence bureaucerat and ad-
ministrator {(despite his long career as a clin-

ocontinued




